Comparative studies of electoral institutions have largely neglected a fundamental characteristic of most of the world's electoral systems: malapportionment. This article provides a method for measuring malapportionment in different types of electoral systems, calculates levels of malapportionment in seventy-eight countries, and employs statistical analysis to explore the correlates of malapportionment in both upper and lower chambers. The analysis shows that the use of single-member districts is associated with higher levels of malapportionment in lower chambers and that federalism and country size account for variation in malapportionment in upper chambers. Furthermore, African and especially Latin American countries tend to have electoral systems that are highly malapportioned. The article concludes by proposing a broad, comparative research agenda that focuses on the origins, evolution and consequences of malapportionment.
especially vigorous in the subfield of electoral studies, where a burgeoning cross-national literature has emerged on the political consequences of electoral laws. 2 Curiously, however, this literature has largely neglected a fundamental characteristic of many of the world's electoral systems: malapportionment, or the discrepancy between the shares of legislative seats and the shares of population held by geographical units. 3 This discrepancy has important political ramifications. From the standpoint of democratic theory, for example, malapportionment violates the 'one person, one vote' principle 4 which, according to Dahl, is a necessary condition for democratic government. 5 Taagepera and Shugart regard malapportionment as a 'pathology' of electoral systems, and Gudgin and Taylor conclude that it may be 'ethically unjustifiable'.
6 Given these strong normative claims about malapportionment, it is surprising that students of democracy have devoted so little attention to this topic.
In addition to these normative issues, malapportionment can have important consequences for policy making. Recent work on cases as distinct as the United States, Brazil, Russia, Argentina, Japan and Mexico shows that malapportionment shapes the decision-making contexts of incumbent executives and legislators in ways that have major effects on policy choices and coalitional dynamics. 7 These single-country studies suggest that malapportionment can have an important impact on executive-legislative relations, intra-legislative bargaining and the overall performance of democratic systems.
Despite the normative and practical importance of malapportionment, we know of no cross-national, comparative study of this key dimension of electoral systems. 8 In this article, we seek to fill this gap by providing a method for calculating malapportionment cross-nationally and by measuring the degree of malapportionment in seventy-eight countries. 9 We show that levels of malapportionment vary significantly in both upper and lower chambers and across regions, with African and especially Latin American countries having comparatively high levels of malapportionment. We also explore how important institutional variables, such as federalism, bicameralism and the structure of electoral districts, are associated with malapportionment. The final section concludes and provides suggestions for future research.
M E A S U R I N G M A L A P P O R T I O N M E N T
At the broadest level, we can describe electoral systems as either perfectlyapportioned or malapportioned. In a perfectly-apportioned system, no citizen's vote weighs more than another's. The Israeli Knesset exemplifies such a system: its 120 members are elected in a single, national at-large district. Four other lower chambers in our sample are perfectly-apportioned: The Netherlands, Peru, Namibia and Sierra Leone.
In a malapportioned system, by contrast, the votes of some citizens weigh more than the votes of other citizens. In the most extreme case, a malapportioned system might allocate to a single person an electoral district (say, that person's home), one vote, and all the legislative seats. The rest of the population would hold all votes except one and would receive no seats. Although no real-world electoral system approximates this extreme, nearly all exhibit some malapportionment. Malapportionment thus seems a normal characteristic of most electoral systems.
How can we measure the degree of malapportionment across electoral systems? Ratios of largest-to-smallest districts might seem an obvious means for assessing malapportionment. However, such ratios actually prove poor indicators of malapportionment. First, district size on the basis of population tells us little about the degree to which districts are underrepresented or overrepresented: we also need to know how many seats are allocated to each district. Furthermore, even if we know how many seats are held by the largest and smallest districts and can therefore calculate ratios of 'worst represented' to 'best represented' districts, such ratios tell us little about overall degrees of malapportionment. For example, even if this ratio is 50:1 (e.g., a single-member district system in which the largest district has a population fifty times greater than the smallest district), 10 all other districts may have nearly-equivalent populations, and, hence, the largest and smallest districts could be extreme outliers in a system with a low degree of average malapportionment. Although it may be tempting to interpret wide gaps between the best and worst represented districts as signs of high overall levels of inequality in electoral systems, a better measure is required.
With one important modification, the Loosemore-Hanby index of electoral disproportionality (D) 11 provides such a measure. 12 To calculate malapportion-10 This is the case in India, where in 1991 the largest district for the national lower chamber (Thane) had a population of 1,744,592, whereas the smallest district (Lakshadweep) had a population of just 31,665. See David Butler, Lahiri Ashok and Roy Prannoy, India Decides: Elections 1952 , 3rd edn. (New Delhi: Books & Things, 1995 11 Disproportionality arises when 'political parties receive shares of legislative seats that are not equal to their shares of votes'. By contrast, malapportionment 'occurs when geographical units have shares of legislative seats that are not equal to their shares of population' (Monroe, 'Disproportionality and Malapportionment', p. 138) . 12 This measure was previously employed to measure malapportionment in Brazil by Nicolau (see Nicolau, 'As Distorções na Representação dos Estados na Câmara dos Deputados Brasileiros'). We recognize that the Loosemore-Hanby index has certain shortcomings (Taagepera and Shugart, Seats ment (which we call 'MAL' to avoid confusion with the widely-used 'M' that refers to district magnitude), one takes the absolute value of the difference between each district's seat and population shares, adds them, and then divides by two.
13 Thus, the formula is:
where sigma stands for the summation over all districts i, s i is the percentage of all seats allocated to district i, and v i is the percentage of the overall population (or registered voters) 14 residing in district i. The example in Table 1 illustrates how to apply the formula.
15
For each district, the deviation from perfect apportionment is the difference between the district's share of seats (s) and voters (v). To calculate overall malapportionment for the four districts, we first add the absolute values of the differences between seats and voters for each district. We then divide the total by two. ', Electoral Studies, 10 (1991), 52-9; Michael Gallagher, 'Proportionality, Disporportionality and Electoral Systems', Electoral Studies, 10 (1991) , 33-51; Monroe, 'Disproportionality and Malapportionment'), principally that it does not respect Dalton's Principle of Transfers (see Monroe, 'Disproportionality and Malapportionment', p. 139) . However, because the Loosemore-Hanby index is widely-used and relatively straightforward to calculate, we decided to employ it. The Loosemore-Hanby index has an additional advantage: it is far easier to interpret than the alternative, 'Equal Proportions' index suggested by Monroe ('Disproportionality and Malapportionment', Table  1 ) that does satisfy the principle of transfers. The Equal Proportions index is a measure of distributional deviation that indicates the average difference between districts' expected and actual shares of seats. The Loosemore-Hanby index, by contrast, measures how many actual seats are not apportioned equitably as a proportion of all seats in the legislature. Moreover, we calculated levels of malapportionment for all the cases in our sample using both indices, and we found that the resulting scores correlated strongly (at the 0.78 level). We also ran the regressions analysed below using both indices, and the same variables were significant to nearly the same degree. Readers interested in obtaining the data based on the Equal Proportions index should contact the authors. 13 See Taagepera and Shugart, Seats and Votes, 14 We use population per district whenever available. Most countries apportion seats on the basis of population rather than registered voters. 15 The example is adapted from Taagepera and Shugart, Seats and Votes, who discuss disproportionality rather than malapportionment. cent, in this case. This score means that 10 per cent of the seats are allocated to districts that would not receive those seats if there were no malapportionment.
Multi-Tier Systems
Calculating malapportionment in cases with single-tier electoral systems, like the United States, is straightforward with the above formula. However, measuring malapportionment in cases with multi-tier systems, such as Germany, Mexico or Japan, is more complex because territorial units are allocated seats on different bases according to the rules for each tier. 16 We propose the following five-step solution to this dilemma: 16 In single-tier systems, all electoral districts are primary, that is, they cannot be divided into smaller districts to which seats are allocated. By contrast, multi-tier systems contain secondary districts that can be partitioned into two or more primary districts (Cox, Making Votes Count, . Multi-tier systems can have both a single-member district system as well as a proportional representation (PR) system laid 'on top' of the single-member (SMD) districts. See Luis Massicotte and André Blais, 'Mixed Electoral Systems: A Conceptual and Empirical Survey ', Electoral Studies, 18 (1999) , 341-66, for a discussion of such mixed, mult-tier electoral systems. 17 Our proposed solution to the problem of measuring malapportionment in multi-tier systems rests on the following assumptions. First, we assume that in systems where voters cast votes in each tier, they do not vote strategically. Furthermore, although upper tiers tend to reduce the localistic nature of elections, we assume that both voters and candidates 'think locally' in all tiers, and thus voters do not reason differently when casting votes in distinct tiers. Although they may not accurately reflect reality, these assumptions help us develop a simple, cross-national measure of malapportionment.
(4) Calculate the new percentage of seats allocated to each district using the total number of seats in the national assembly. The addition of the upper-tier to the lower-tier districts yields the results shown in Table 2 .
(5) Calculate malapportionment using the new percentage of seats for each district. Using the above example,
Our example suggests that upper tiers tend to reduce, but not eliminate, overall malapportionment. The case of Germany's lower chamber illustrates this point. If the Bundestag did not have an upper tier, malapportionment would double, increasing from 3 per cent to 6 per cent.
Three factors condition how upper tiers affect malapportionment: the degree of malapportionment in the lower tier, the number of seats allocated to the upper tier, and whether the upper tier allocates seats at the national or subnational level. Lijphart claims that national-level upper tiers will 'entirely eliminate' malapportionment.
18 However, this is not necessarily the case. Although an inverse relationship does in fact exist between malapportionment and the number of seats allocated to national-level upper tiers (that is, as the number of seats increases, malapportionment declines), a national upper tier with few seats will only minimally reduce overall malapportionment, especially if the lower tier has a high degree of malapportionment.
Although national-level upper tiers necessarily reduce malapportionment, provincial, state or regional upper tiers can actually increase overall malapportionment if the seats in the tiers are themselves malapportioned. For example, Mexico's upper tier has five forty-seat districts with proportional representation (PR), and each district encompasses several of Mexico's states. Because the states have unequal populations, the population of each upper-tier district also varies, resulting in a degree of malapportionment in the upper tier. Thus, upper tiers do not necessarily decrease malapportionment.
Bicameral Systems
Bicameralism, like multi-tier systems, also complicates the measurement of malapportionment. Comparative studies of bicameralism suggest that upper chambers are significantly more malapportioned than lower chambers. However, it would be a mistake to assume that the world's other bicameral systems share this design. First, there is no a priori reason to suppose that upper chambers are more malapportioned than lower chambers: the converse might also be true (and, as we shall see, is indeed true in some cases). Secondly, regardless of which chamber has more malapportionment, we might expect many lower chambers to also have high degrees of malapportionment. In India, for example, a large number of lower chamber districts are reserved for designated castes or tribes, and many of these districts are overrepresented.
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And in cases such as Portugal and Croatia, lower-chamber seats are allocated to citizens residing outside the national boundaries (i.e., citizens do not vote as absentees, as US citizens may in Congressional elections).
22 If such extraterritorial, 'diaspora districts' in the lower house have extremely small or geographically-scattered populations yet hold guaranteed quotas of seats, they may contribute to malapportionment in the same way as does the rule assigning equal numbers of seats to territorial units in many upper chambers. In short, we have compelling reasons to expect that the degree of malapportionment in lower and upper chambers varies significantly across bicameral systems.
Two additional factors complicate the relationship between bicameralism and malapportionment. First, one chamber may have significantly more power than the other. 23 Such asymmetries of power can have important consequences for how malapportionment affects legislative outcomes in bicameral systems. For example, in cases where one chamber lacks veto powers over key items (for example, the upper chambers in Japan and Mexico, which have historically lacked veto powers over budgets), a high degree of malapportionment in the weaker chamber may be inconsequential for most legislation. However, in cases where the distribution of power between chambers is relatively symmetrical 20 Hence, one recent comparative study of federal systems (Stepan, 'Toward a New Comparative Analysis of Democracy and Federalism') refers to the lower chamber as the 'one person, one vote' chamber, in contrast to the 'territorial' (i.e., upper) chamber. 21 Other countries, such as Colombia and New Zealand, reserve seats for indigenous peoples on a non-geographic basis: indigenous groups in Colombia elect two representatives in a national at-large district; Maori voters in New Zealand elect five representatives in a separate tier of single-member districts. We do not include such non-geographic seats in our calculations of malapportionment. We also exclude appointed and ex-officio members of the lower chambers from our calculations. 22 In the Croatian case, this arrangement appears to favour a permanent, institutionally-entrenched revanchism.
23 Lijphart, Democracies; George Tsebelis and Jeannette Money, Bicameralism (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997).
(such as Argentina and the United States), malapportionment in either chamber is likely to have a major impact on legislative outcomes.
Secondly, even if both chambers in a bicameral system are malapportioned, the same territorial units may not be overrepresented and underrepresented equally in each chamber. Empirical scrutiny might even reveal cross-cutting malapportionment: for example, the lower chamber might overrepresent urban areas, whereas the upper chamber might overrepresent rural areas. Although it is beyond the scope of this article, assessing whether malapportionment between chambers is reinforcing or cross-cutting poses an important task for future research. Table 3 summarizes data on the degree of malapportionment in lower chambers (MAL LC ) for all seventy-eight countries in our sample. 24 The table also indicates whether the country is federal, whether the lower chamber has a tier, and whether the lower chamber employs single-member districts (SMD). As discussed below, these variables are especially likely to be associated with the degree of malapportionment in lower chambers. The table shows that the degree of malapportionment varies dramatically across countries. 25 Five lower chambers are perfectly-apportioned, and malapportionment in the remaining cases ranges from 0.01 to 0.26, which means that between 1 per cent and 26 per cent of the seats in these chambers are allocated in ways that violate the 'one person, one vote' principle. Mean lower chamber malapportionment is 0.07, with a standard deviation of 0.06.
M A L A P P O R T I O N M E N T I N C O M P A R A T I V E P E R S P E C T I V E
Where do we find the countries with the highest levels of lower-chamber malapportionment? The most-malapportioned countries in our sample are in less-developed regions with many recently-established democracies: twelve of twenty-two Latin American and Caribbean lower chambers score above the mean, and seven of fourteen African lower chambers score above the mean. By contrast, only six of twenty-three Western European and North American lower chambers score above the mean, and only two of nineteen Asian, former Soviet, and Eastern European cases score above the mean. For the advanced industrial democracies, the mean is 0.04. Interestingly, our data suggest that malapportionment in Africa plays a major role in countries with a British colonial legacy (for example, Gambia, Ghana, Kenya, Malawi, Tanzania and Zambia). Table 4 lists the twenty most-malapportioned lower chambers. It highlights the severity of malapportionment in many poor, recently-established democracies. Of the twenty countries in Table 4 
Upper Chamber Malapportionment
Malapportionment in upper chambers (MAL UC ) ranges from 0.00 to 0.49. Mean malapportionment in upper chambers is 0.21, with a standard deviation of 0.16. This score is significantly different (in a two-tailed t-test, at the 0.01 level) from the average for lower chambers, which confirms the conventional view that malapportionment is generally greater in upper chambers. Table 5 ranks all twenty-five upper chambers in our sample according to the degree of malapportionment. The table also indicates whether the country is federal or not (only Japan, Italy and Mexico employ an upper tier in their senates, and only the Czech and Dominican Republics employ SMDs in their senates).
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A comparison of Table 5 with Table 4 shows that the most-malapportioned upper chamber scores almost twice as high as the most-malapportioned lower chamber. Moreover, eleven of the upper chambers score higher than the most-malapportioned lower chamber. Clearly, malapportionment can be significantly more acute in upper chambers. At the same time, it bears emphasis that eight of the upper chambers in our sample score below the mean for lower chamber malapportionment, and four of those eight have no malapportionment 
The Correlates of Malapportionment
What explains the significant cross-national variation we observe in the degree of malapportionment in both lower and upper chambers? To address this question, we employ regression analysis to explore the relationship between malapportionment and the following factors: district magnitude; district structure; federalism; the 'intensity' of democracy; country size; and geographic region. We focus on these six variables because existing work on electoral institutions suggests they are likely to have an important impact on how shares of population are translated into shares of legislative seats.
District Magnitude: By 'eyeballing' the data on lower chambers, we noted that many single-member district (SMD) systems appear to have above-average malapportionment (see Table 3 ). What explains this regularity? There may be a straightforward, mechanical explanation for this pattern: if the number of members per district is fixed at one and subnational units (such as provinces, states, special districts or even islands) cannot be subsumed into other districts for historical or other reasons, then there will necessarily be some malapportionment. Yet if the number of members per district is variable, then apportionment constraints are likely to be less severe, and a greater possibility will exist for achieving low levels of malapportionment. There may also be a behavioural reason for the above-average malapportionment seen in SMD systems: we hypothesize that SMD systems should have more malapportionment than multi-member district (MMD) systems because, ceteris paribus, legislators in SMD systems have higher stakes as individuals in reapportionment decisions. Legislators in SMD systems face a far greater probability than legislators in MMD systems that 'their' district will be targeted for elimination or redesign in reapportionment processes. Thus we should expect that legislators in SMD systems often resist reapportionment and that, consequently, such systems will tend to reduce malapportionment more slowly than MMD systems. 28 We operationalize this hypothesis by employing a dummy variable that assigns SMD systems a value of '1' and all other systems a value of '0' (multi-tier systems with SMD lower tiers are given a value of '0').
District Structure: Do systems with upper tiers have more or less malapportionment than systems without tiers? Because upper tiers tend mathematically to reduce malapportionment, this factor should be associated with lower levels of malapportionment. We operationalize district structure as a dummy variable: all 'tiered' systems (N ϭ 20) are given a value of '1'; 'tierless' systems are given a value of '0.' Federalism: Are federal systems more malapportioned than unitary systems? Because all federal systems provide some form of territorial representation (although not necessarily according to the principle of equal representation for unequally-populated territorial units employed in the United States), they should have higher levels of malapportionment than unitary systems. The regression analysis below tests whether federal and unitary systems have different degrees of malapportionment. Federalism is coded as a dummy variable, with federal systems having a value of '1'.
Democracy: Our observation that unconsolidated and recently-consolidated democracies have especially high levels of lower chamber malapportionment raises the question of whether the 'intensity' of democracy is associated with malapportionment. Freedom House's widely-used ranking of countries according to civil liberties and political rights offers a helpful means for addressing this question. The Freedom House ranking assigns countries values ranging from 1 to 7, with a score of 1 the most democratic. If a relationship exists between 'less' democracy and 'more' malapportionment, we thus expect the sign to be negative.
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Country Size: Are big countries more malapportioned? Some of the world's largest countries, such as Australia, Brazil, Canada and Russia, have high levels of malapportionment in one or both chambers. Because they usually have large expanses of sparsely-populated territory, big countries may be prone to overrepresent underpopulated regions. To test this possibility, we hypothesize that malapportionment should increase with country size. Size is measured in square kilometers.
Region: As noted above, countries in some regions of the world appear to have especially high levels of malapportionment. To test the relationship between region and malapportionment, we use dummy variables for the following four regions: Latin American and the Caribbean, Asia, Europe and North America, and Africa. We exclude the European/North American dummy as a control. Consequently, significant coefficients for any of the other three region dummy variables mean that the countries in the region have levels of malapportionment that differ significantly from the average level of malapportionment for the European/North American region. Table 6 presents regression results (using OLS) for the sample of lower chambers.
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The results support some of our arguments. First, only the 'Latin America' variable differs systematically from the mean of the excluded region dummy. Lower chambers in Latin America are typically about 4 per cent more malapportioned than lower chambers elsewhere. The fact that the 'Africa' 29 We averaged Freedom House's 'Civil Liberties' and 'Political Rights' scores to get a single number that ranges between 1 and 7. 30 The results were generated using the White correction procedure for heteroscedasticity in STATA version 6.0. These regressions are free of autocorrelation. variable is not significant may be due to the divergent effects of the French and British colonial legacies in that region, especially the different impact on malapportionment of the multi-member district systems characterizing the former-French colonies, on the one hand, and the single-member district systems characterizing the former-British colonies, on the other. 31 This hypothesis regarding the African region is supported by the score of the 'SMD' variable, which shows that single-member district systems are associated with significantly higher malapportionment (about 4 per cent on average).
None of the other variables is significantly associated with malapportionment in lower chambers. In particular, note that the 'upper tier' variable is not significant. That is, although upper tiers mathematically reduce malapportionment, in reality the level of malapportionment in the lower tier in many multi-tier Table 7 presents results (using ordinary least squares or OLS) for the sample of upper chambers. Recall that we had already determined that, in general, upper chambers are likely to be more malapportioned than lower chambers. We included the same variables as in the regression for lower chambers. This regression also provides support for some of our claims: once again, legislatures in Latin America are significantly more malapportioned than legislatures in the control region. In contrast to the result for lower chambers, however, the 'SMD' variable is not significant, whereas the 'Federalism' variable is significant. This result suggests that upper chambers in federal systems are significantly more 32 We also ran regressions using the percentage of seats in the upper tier and whether the tier was national or not. In no case was any tier variable shown to be significant. To save on degrees of freedom in the 'upper chamber' regression (because another inference was more important to test, see below), we do not show these results. malapportioned than upper chambers in non-federal systems. Indeed, by examining Table 5 , we can see that four of the 'non-federal' upper chambers in the sample are perfectly-apportioned and that only three non-federal upper chambers (all in Latin America) have greater-than-average levels of malapportionment. In addition, the 'Size' variable is significant, indicating that malapportionment is associated with country size, but only in upper chambers. Unfortunately, with this relatively small sample size it is not possible to separate the effects of federalism from country size -in fact, these two variables are correlated, although not perfectly (0.46).
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In sum, the regression analysis helps pinpoint several key correlates of malapportionment. Malapportionment is generally more severe in Latin American countries, in both upper and lower chambers. For all lower chambers (as well as unicameral systems), the use of single-member districts correlates strongly with higher levels of malapportionment. However, contrary to the expectations of some scholars, 34 we found that legislative chambers with upper tiers do not have lower-than-average malapportionment. Finally, upper chambers do not necessarily have high levels of malapportionment: large, federal countries are more likely to have highly malapportioned upper chambers than are small, unitary countries with bicameral systems.
Q U E S T I O N S F O R F U T U R E R E S E A R C H
The findings presented above suggest several intriguing avenues for future research on malapportionment.
Malapportionment and Strategic Politicians
One fruitful area for future research involves how malapportionment can be employed as an independent variable, as an institutional factor that shapes politicians' strategies for pursuing policy agendas. For example, by influencing the 'costs' of buying support in the legislature or from voters, malapportionment may have a decisive effect on the coalition-building efforts of executives. Overrepresented districts (i.e., districts whose share of legislative seats exceeds their share of a country's population) should offer more 'political bang for the buck' than underrepresented districts (i.e., districts whose share of legislative seats is less than their share of a country's population). In malapportioned systems, executives may thus face powerful incentives to build policy coalitions based on the 'cheap' support (for example, in terms of pork per vote) of legislators from overrepresented districts.
As noted above, recent studies of bicameral, federal systems have already 33 Size and malapportionment are correlated both for the subset of nonfederal upper chambers (0.29) and federal upper chambers (0.34).
34 For example, Lijphart, Electoral Systems and Party Systems, p. 146. started to explore how malapportionment affects legislative processes.
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Although our findings about the cross-national significance of malapportionment provide encouraging support for these efforts, the data we analyse also suggest the importance of incorporating unicameral and unitary systems into the study of malapportionment. 36 In addition to probing how malapportionment affects legislative dynamics and executive strategies in unicameral and unitary systems, scholars should explore whether different institutional factors mitigate or exacerbate the impact of malapportionment. Do similar levels of malapportionment have stronger effects on legislative dynamics in federal or unitary systems? The same question could be posed for bicameral and unicameral systems.
Malapportionment and Democratization
The impact of malapportionment on the performance and fortunes of newly-democratic countries offers another intriguing area for future research. Our data suggest that new democracies are more likely than longstanding democracies to experience high levels of malapportionment: fifteen of the twenty countries with the most-malapportioned lower chambers have either completed transitions to democracy since 1975 or are still undergoing transitions. Thus malapportionment appears to be a key component of electoral systems in many newly-democratic countries.
One important question involves whether malapportionment in new democracies introduces a 'conservative bias' into the political system. In Latin America, for example, studies suggest that malapportionment tends to favour politically-conservative rural districts at the expense of politically-progressive urban districts. 37 Future studies should address the issue of conservative bias by exploring how malapportionment shapes the fortunes of both left-wing and right-wing parties.
A related topic concerns the effects of malapportionment on subnational politics. In new and emerging democracies, overrepresentation of rural districts caused by malapportionment might contribute to the maintenance and even proliferation of non-democratic enclaves at the subnational level.
38 Cf. Tsebelis and Money, Bicameralism; William B. Heller, 'Bicameralism and Budget Deficits: The Effect of Parliamentary Structure on Government Spending', Legislative Studies Quarterly, 22 (1997), 485-516; Gibson and Calvo, 'Federalism and Low-Maintenance Constituencies'. 36 For example, in unitary, unicameral cases with high levels of malapportionment, such as Tanzania, Ecuador, South Korea and Kenya, executives may have strong incentives to build policy coalitions around overrepresented districts. 37 In this respect, malapportionment may have facilitated transitions to democracy by giving guarantees to anti-democratic rural elites that their interests would be protected under the new democratic regime. 38 On the issue of how national-level political and economic liberalization can contribute to the maintenance of subnational authoritarian regimes, see Guillermo O'Donnell, 'On the State, Democratization, and Some Conceptual Problems (A Latin American View with Glances at Some Post-Communist Countries) ', World Development, 21 (1993) , 1355-70; Jonathan Fox, 'The Difficult tionment could compel pro-democratic elites at the national level to tolerate subnational authoritarian enclaves, because these elites may rely on overrepresented, non-democratic localities to secure the national legislative majorities they need to achieve their policy goals. Ironically, the ability of national-level incumbents to implement and consolidate democratic reforms in a highly malapportioned system may therefore depend on winning the overvalued support of subnational authoritarian elites. 39 At the same time, overrepresentation of subnational authoritarian enclaves in the national legislature may strengthen the ability of these subnational elites to fend off efforts by external groups that seek to reform local politics. Thus malapportionment could contribute to a process whereby democracy is simultaneously strengthened at the centre and undermined on the periphery. How malapportionment shapes local politics in newly-democratic regimes -especially the issue of whether malapportionment helps protect subnational authoritarian enclaves -is an exciting question for future research.
The impact of malapportionment on the capacities of new democratic regimes to sustain painful, market-oriented economic policy reforms also poses intriguing questions. In highly malapportioned systems, politicians may be able to sustain such policies by shielding select areas from the costs of reform, or by compensating them through targeted transfers of public resources. These kinds of reform strategies seem especially feasible in cases where poor, sparsely-populated rural areas command a disproportionate share of national legislative seats. In such cases, a modest amount of well-targeted pork may go a long way towards securing legislative majorities for reform. 40 Conversely, in a system with low levels of malapportionment, the strategy of forging legislative majorities by shielding or buying-off constituencies might prove so costly that it would be fiscally incompatible with economic reform.
The Evolution of Malapportionment
This study offers a cross-sectional 'snapshot' of malapportionment in a large sample of countries. Here, we have not attempted to develop a longitudinal (F'note continued) Transition from Clientelism to Citizenship: Lessons from Mexico ', World Politics, 46 (1994) San Diego, 1999) . 39 Conversely, low levels of malapportionment might work against such dependence on local authoritarian actors. It may be that levels of malapportionment tend to be higher in new democracies with powerful rural elites because of the ability of these elites to defend their interests during an earlier historical era (i.e., the nineteenth century) by gaining overrepresentation in exchange for supporting the nation-building and state-building projects of urban-based elites. 40 The case of Argentina seems to fit this pattern. See Gibson and Calvo, 'Federalism and Low-Maintenance Constituencies'. analysis of how malapportionment changes over time, although we regard this task as an important priority for future research.
41 Such a longitudinal perspective could be achieved by compiling an index of the frequency and types of reapportionment across cases. This perspective would help us assess whether contemporary democracies are moving towards or away from the 'one person, one vote' principle.
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A longitudinal analysis of malapportionment would also contribute to developing a comparative theory of the politics of reapportionment. We might begin to build such a theory by identifying the conditions under which political incumbents have incentives to support or oppose reapportionment. District magnitude may have an especially powerful effect on these incentives. In systems with single-member districts, for example, incumbents may have weak incentives to redistrict, since reapportionment would appear to carry a strong risk of eliminating 'their' districts. This hypothesis might help explain the extremely high levels of malapportionment we observed among former British colonies in Africa and the Caribbean, which all inherited single-member systems from their colonial pasts. 43 Those interested in developing a theory of the politics of reapportionment could also benefit from studying the historical origins of malapportionment. In many contemporary democracies, the roots of malapportionment may lie in historical processes of state-building and nation-building. Overrepresentation of rural districts in many Latin American countries, for example, potentially served as a tool for incorporating rural elites into nation-building projects during the nineteenth and early twentieth century, as it did for small states during the US constitutional convention. Because sparsely-populated rural areas would have faced the unattractive prospect of becoming 'permanent losers' to urban areas in perfectly-apportioned electoral arenas, malapportionment may have been a concession made by urban nation-builders to rural elites. Future research 41 A few scholars have explored the evolution of malapportionment in the United States (e.g., Cox and Katz, 'The Reapportionment Revolution and Bias in US Congressional Elections'); Britain (cf. Iain McLean and Roger Mortimore, 'Apportionment and the Boundary Commission for England ', Electoral Studies, 11(1992) , 293-309); and Brazil (e.g., Nicolau, 'As Distorções na Representação dos Estados na Câmara dos Deputados Brasileiros'). However, longitudinal studies of apportionment in other countries are scarce. 42 Mexico, for example, appears to be moving towards a less malapportioned system as it slowly democratizes (personal communication from Jeffrey Weldon, Department of Political Science, Instituto Tecnológico Autónomo de México). Likewise, Japan adopted a new electoral system in 1994 that significantly reduced malapportionment -compare the figures in Hata ('Malapportionment of Representation in the National Diet') with our figures, which rely on more recent data.
43 A focus on cross-national variation in who controls apportionment -for example, individual legislators, parties, courts or an autonomous government agency -could also contribute to developing a theory of the politics of reapportionment. See Richard Snyder and David Samuels, 'Devaluing the Vote: Latin America's Unfair Elections' (paper prepared for the Conference on Federalism, Democracy, and Public Policy, Centro de Investigaciones y Docencia Económicas, Mexico City, Mexico, 1999).
should address whether malapportionment served this historical purpose of helping 'bring together' new nations. 44 The possibility that malapportionment may have played such a role in historical processes of nation-building raises the question of whether institutionally-engineered inequalities of representation could have similar integrative effects in the future. Despite scholarly warnings about its 'pathological' and 'ethically unjustifiable' nature, malapportionment might serve as an important tool for helping contemporary democracies cope with explosive problems ranging from ethnic conflict to urban-rural inequity.
C O N C L U S I O N
Comparative studies of democratic regimes have largely ignored a crucial aspect of electoral systems: malapportionment. We have addressed this shortcoming by providing a method for measuring malapportionment in different types of electoral systems, showing that significant degrees of malapportionment exist across a broad range of cases, and identifying some of the correlates of malapportionment. Our results offer a ready-to-use continuous variable for regression analysis of a large sample of countries, and we have proposed a number of key areas for future research. 44 On the important role that federalism played in this regard, see Juan J. Linz, 'Democracy, Multinationalism, and Federalism' (paper prepared for the Conference on Federalism and Democracy, Oxford University, June 1997). We borrow the notion of 'bringing together' from Linz. As one reviewer observed, scholars have long noted the relative stability of many former British colonies, and the high levels of malapportionment we see among ex-British colonies in Africa may help explain the stability of some of these regimes. This potential connection between institutional design at the onset of independence and subsequent regime stability merits further investigation.
